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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 2, 6, and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ishihara et al (US 2002/0152843) in view of Strange (US 4,369,062) and Fosnacht 
(US 4,585,475). 

Ishihara teaches a briquette for use in steel making containing grinding chips 
from an iron-based metal and a grinding fluid containing oil and water (abstract). One of 
the benefits that the oil has is to suppress the oxidization of the powdery pure iron (par. 
11, lines 6-8). 

Ishihara does not teach the use of shot waste as the specific metal waste used in 

the briquette. 

Strange teaches briquettes for use in steel making made from reclaimed mill 
waste (col. 1 , lines 6-9) with the waste being steel shot (col. 2, lines 13-14). Overall, 
these 2 inventions teach similar methods of recycling small pieces of scrap metal. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
use these processes to recycle steel shot, grinding chips, metal filings or shavings from 
machine shops, any kind of swarf, etc.... Therefore, it would also have been obvious to 
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one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the shot waste as taught 
by Strange as the metal waste used in Ishihara's briquette. 

Ishihara does not teach a specific amount of metal waste to be used in each 
briquette. 

Fosnacht teaches a method of recycling mill scale, wherein the mill scale Is 
mixed and blended with a binder, and the mixture is agglomerated Into shapes, such as 
briquettes (abstract). Fosnacht also teaches that an addition material for increasing the 
strength of the agglomerated shapes is a material known as swarf, which is obtained by 
the grinding of billets during the steel manufacturing operations. The agglomerated 
shape may contain, as part of the mixture of mill scale and swarf, up to 50 wt. % swarf, 
although 1-5 wt. % swarf is the preferred range (col. 3, lines 37-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
Invention to use various forms of metal waste, as taught by Ishihara, Strange, and 
Fosnacht and stated above, for briquettes in an amount of from 1-50 wt. %, as Fosnacht 
teaches that the strength of the briquettes is increased. 

It is noted that Strange teaches metallic fines present in an amount of 50% by 
weight, and that the metallic fines may Include any number of various sources, of them 
being fines of steel shot. While not giving a definitive amount of shot waste, this only 
suggests that an amount of shot waste can be used in combination with other metallic 
waste to equal 50% by weight of the entire briquette. With this understanding, it is 
considered that the references suggest that shot waste can make up from 0-50% by 
weight of the briquette. 
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Regarding claim 7 and the limitation in claim 1 of the amount of solidification 
assistant in the briquette, Ishihara teaches that the solidification assistant may be 
colloidal silica (sodium silicate), aluminum phosphate, asphalt emulsion, or bentonite 
among others (par. 14, lines 1-5) and that the briquette contains 2-30 wt% of 
solidification assistant (par 17. lines 1-3). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 , 2, 6, and 7 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to COLIN W. SLIFKA whose telephone number is 
(571)270-5830. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, 
10:00AM-4:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Melvin Curtis Mayes can be reached on 571-272-1234. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/COLIN W SLIFKA/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 1793 

CS 

April 26, 2009 
/Melvin Curtis Mayes/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1793 



